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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 

Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent temi adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 October 2007 , 
2a)n This action is FINAL. 2b)|EI This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. . 

Disposition of Clainns 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-31 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) S Claim(s) 27-30 is/are allowed. 

eM Claim(s) 1-3.9-1 3,1 7-22,26 and 31 is/are rejected. 

7) S Claim(s) 4-8.14-18 and 23-25 is/are objected to. 

8) n Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the conreclion is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)^ None of: 

1. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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1) S Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) n Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) Q Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Compact Disc Submission 
The description portion of tliis application contains a computer program listing 
consisting of more than three hundred (300) lines. In accordance with 37 CFR 1 .96(c), 
a computer program listing of more than three hundred lines must be submitted as a 
computer program listing appendix on compact disc conforming to the standards set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .96(c)(2) and must be appropriately referenced in the specification 
(see 37 CFR 1.77(b)(5)). Accordingly, applicant is required to cancel the computer 
program listing appearing in the specification on pages 46-93, file a computer program 
listing appendix on compact disc in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .96(c) and insert an 
appropriate reference to the newly added computer program listing appendix on 
compact disc at the beginning of the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 9-13, 19-22, 26 and 31 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Distributed Object Computing with CORBA" by Steve VINOSKI in 
view of CORBA: A Platfomi for Distributed Object Computing" by YANG 
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As to claim 1 , ViNOSKI teaches a method of dynamically communicating an 
object message between a client and server of separate object models (via the Dynamic 
Invocation Interface / DSI) comprising the steps of: dynamically creating a mapping of 
said client to said sen/er at run-time in response to a request from the client for a 
connection to the sen/er wherein a message generated by the client is Intercepted (via 
the Dll Is a generic client-side stub capable of fon/varding any request to any object. It 
does this by run time interpretation of request parameters and operation identifiers) (pg. 
6, 2"^ paragraph), a second object model is examined for Its Interface information (pg. 6, 
3^^* paragraph; via Object: :get)_lnterface to obtain an InterfaceDef 
object... I nterfaceDef::describeJnterface to obtain Information about the operations 
supported by the object."). It is Inherent from the teachings of VINOSKI that since 
communication between object models are created dynamically via the Dll such that 
clients are capable of communicating with any object implementation and that the object 
models / objects vary (pg. 6, 7.0 Object Adapters) that messages that are 
communicated between the object models through the Dll must be translated and 
foHA/ard to the object implementation based upon the obtain Interface Infomiation 
obtained by the Dll / DSI. However, VINOSKI does not explicitly teach that by 
interpreting the request that it does not require a static Interface to be pre-created. 

YANG teaches using a Dll / DSI in order to allow for the dynamic communication 
between object models wherein the use of the Dll / DSI provides a run-time binding 
mechanism for servers to deliver request from an ORB to an object implementation that 
does not have compile-time knowledge of the type of the object (pg. 14 and 15). 
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Therefore, YANG states that by using the DM / DSI the requestor does not have compile 
time knownledge of the communication between the client and server. Therefore, it 
would be obvious to combine the teachings of VINOSKI with the teachings of YANG in 
order to facilitate dynamic communication of object models. 

As to claims 2 and 3, VINOSKI and YANG teaches communication between 
clients and servers in CORBA is via static invocations and dynamic invocations via the 
Dll and that object implementations perform the requested service and return any 
output data back to the ORB which then returns it to the client (pg. 3, 1st - 2nd 
paragraph) and the sending of acknowledgments regardless if the message is executed 
(via asynchronous processing wherein a response is not waited for). 

As to claims 9-11, VINOSKI and YANG both teach that the client determines the 
expected number and type of arguments to be sent through the Dll with the operation 
for the object implementation (VINOSKI, via request objects that support services such 
as add_arg for filling in request parameters and invoke for calling the operation 
represented by the Request, pg. 6; YANG, via using the Dll mechanism, an object is 
accessed by a call to the ORB or by a series of calls to the ORB in which the object, 
method, and parameters are specified. It is the client's responsibility to specify the 
types of the parameters and expected results) (pg. 14). It is obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art that since the object implementations are a variety of types and the Dll 
allows for communication between clients and these variety of object implementations 
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that the messages are translated such that the object implementations can interpret the 
message. 

As to claims 12, 13 and 19-21. reference is made to an article of manufacture 
that corresponds to the method of claims 1-3 and 9-1 1 and is therefore met by the 
rejection of claims 1-3 and 9-1 1 above. 

As to claim 22 and 26, reference is made to a message broker system that 
corresponds to the method of claims 1-3 and therefore is met by the rejection of claims 
1-3 above. 

As to claim 31, refer to claim 1 for rejection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

3. Claims 4-8, 14-18, and 23-25 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

4. Claims 27-30 are allowed. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-31 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. whose telephone number Is (571) 
272-3759. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 
p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomriation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR systerti, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



December 7, 2007 




LEWIS A. BULLOCK, JR. 
PRIMARY EXAMWER 



